the 'salvation history,' for the divine message of the Bible. In the NIV, it also opened the way for a more dramatic departure from a formal equivalence translation, apparent in the 1996 New International Version. Inclusive Language Edition (NIVI) or what might be better termed feminist edition, published in Britain, which made its American debut in 2002 as Today's New International Version (TNIV).
3
It is clear that feminist ideology, in its rejection of the generic use of 'man' and of masculine pronouns, has shaped the TNIV. It is present both in deletions and in alterations of masculine references, sometimes even those referring to Jesus, 4 that obscure or foreclose both the specific meaning and the range of meaning in the biblical text.
5 Hundreds of examples could be offered, 6 but two passages may serve to illustrate such differences between the ESV and the TNIV: In traditional standard English, and in the biblical languages, masculine terms are often generic, inclusive of male and female. It is basic to feminist ideology that masculine terms can never be inclusive or generic. Cf (1) Verbal inspiration means, among other things, that for the New Testament writers the divine message 'breathed-out' (θεπνευστ) by God through the biblical authors 12 extends to the words that they use.
13 Although many will disagree, I suggest that the meaning is within the word and that the word employed in the Scriptures is adequate to convey the meaning to the Christian reader as God chooses to do so.
14 It was this concept of the sacred word that caused the translators of the King James Version (KJV) and of the NKJV to retain meticulously the Hebrew and Greek wording and to place in italics words or idiom that they thought necessary to add for clarity.
15 All of this vanishes in the dynamic equivalence translation theory. On this logic an Eskimo translation could render 'sheep' as 'seal' since sheep are unknown to the Arctic peoples and 'seal' is the nearest Eskimo functional equivalent.
(2) A loss of a sense of the sacred 'word' and the recognition that all translation involves some degree of interpretation -word order, syntax, idiom -leads translators who follow this 'dynamic' theory to take on the role of commentators. Some suppose that if Christian apostles or prophets could elaborate the biblical text from, e.g. 'he shall be my son' (2 Sam. 7:14) to 'you shall be my sons and daughters' (2 Cor. 6:18), 16 why cannot they do the same? They are not the first transmitters of the Scriptures to think like this.
Some early and medieval transmitters and translators of the New Testament also thought that they could alter words and phrases of Holy Scripture, and the whole discipline of textual criticism includes the endeavor to weed out such elaborations in a good number of manuscripts. Earlier such translators and transmitters of the biblical text were, however, more concerned to harmonize than to de-masculinize. Second, the Bible is, socially, a patriarchal book composed in a succession of patriarchal societies. But household relationships are only a small part of biblical teaching on diversity.
20 While Scripture represents all of God's chosen people as equal in value within a diversity of roles, it is also a message in which 'rank' is an essential and affirmed component of reality.
21 It also affirms and transforms the concepts of lordship and servanthood into a positive unity in diversity that is honoring to both estates. Much egalitarian thought in the West, however, rejects such diversities and seeks to eliminate them. This kind of egalitarianism is rooted not in Scripture but, it appears, in the égalité, the neo-pagan ideals of the Enlightenment and its aftermath 22 that reduce diversity into a bland uniformity and that sometimes result in a loss of both liberty and equality as seen, for example, in a number of Marxist revolutions. In this respect modern thought stands in stark contrast to the biblical teaching.
If our generation has lost the ability to understand certain biblical terms, the answer is not, I think, to abandon them for paraphrastic 'educated guesses' or for politically correct idiom. It is rather to explain the biblical words and idiom. If the translator sticks to transmitting the biblical wording, the preacher and the commentator can then give explanations that may enable our culture, or at least Christian believers in it, to think biblically and thus be prepared to hear the Word of God, i.e. the true meaning within the biblical words.
(4) A fourth issue that is of considerable relevance is the goal of biblical translation. From a New Testament perspective the Bible is the church's book, and it can be understood only as the Holy Spirit, who inspired the authors, opens the mind and heart of the modern hearer and reader.
23 In large measure its teachings are to be mediated by gifted teachers whom God the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit placed in the church 24 to expound the Scriptures to Christ's chosen people and thus to aid them in conforming their lives to its precepts.
With this goal in mind the translators of the KJV, who were committed to the sacred character of the 18 H. Blamires, The Christian Mind (Ann Arbor, MI: Servant Books, 1978 Books, (1963 words of Scripture, 25 provided the church with a Bible that transformed the English language to biblical terms and concepts. 26 Many biblical terms that were strange to its first readers and hearers became over time, through faithful teaching of the Scriptures, part and parcel of common English. 27 The goal and the result of the work of the KJV translators was to conform the culture to the Scriptures. In our more secular, i.e. pagan, culture it is even more incumbent upon translators to retain the often strange language of the Bible in order to seek again a similar transformation of our culture. 'Formal equivalence' translation accords with this. 'Functional equivalence' translations, on the other hand, tend to conform the Scripture to the secularist language and culture and in the process to lose in many respects the meaning of the biblical terms, idioms, and concepts of the prophets of ancient Israel and of apostolic Christianity in which God chose to give his abiding canonical revelation to his people.
(5) It is not too much to say, I think, that the 'dynamic equivalence' theory of translating Scripture represents a compromising of the Protestant principle, going back to Wycliffe and Tyndale, that ordinary Christians should have the opportunity to read the Word of God in their own tongue. Medieval clerics hid that Word behind a veil of Latin. Modern 'dynamic' translators, not in intention but in result, often veil that Word in a cloud of paraphrase.
Preachers, students and Christian laity may well read with profit many biblical paraphrases as long as they recognize them for what in considerable measure they are, biblical targums or implicit commentaries 28 of one or another group of sincere Christian writers. But to best hear the Word of God in English, one should, one would think, listen to or read a version of the Scriptures that adheres most closely to the terms, idioms and concepts of the original Greek and Hebrew texts. As mentioned above, the NKJV probably does so most fully, even if in the New Testament it often follows a manuscript that most contemporary textual critics would regard as secondary. 29 The ESV also generally meets these criteria. In my judgment, however, the TNIV does not.
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